RESPONSE 



In the November telephone conversation with the examiner, the applicant told the 
examiner that the applicant had two different applications that had OflFice Actions at the 
same time in 2002. The applicant mixed up the application numbers in the responses. 
This response is to the examiner's Office Action mailed 06/26/02, as stated in the Office 
Action mailed 11/01/06. 

In the applicant's! 1/01/06 response to the examiner's 06/26/02 Office Action, the 
applicant sent a check for one month extension, and agreement to the new claim 
renumbering. The applicant has amended the latest claims to meet the newest USPTO 
guidelines. The amended claims have been renumbered to the examiner's numbers as 
stated in the Detailed Action on page 2, and this response uses the new claim numbers. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC §112 
Claims 12-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112 as being indefinite...Claim 12, (1) the 
limitation ^the bulk of the lower part^ fails to clearly define the metes and bounds, 
thus renders the claim indefinite. To meet the examiner's 1 12 objection, the applicant 
has amended claim 20b. The q>plicant changed "said rectangular face having the bulk of 
the lower part extended downward" to "said rectangular face having a singular extended 
tab on one edge of the long dimension". 

Claim 12, (2) the limitation ^said top bend forming sheathing tabs^ is indefinite for 
failing to clearly define how it is possible that one bend is able to form more than 
one tab. The applicant respectfully requests that the examiner refer to the applicant's 
figure 4. This flat pattern layout shows that when the tool and die machine bends the 
sheathing tab 8A, both the left sheathing tab 8 and the right sheathing tab 9 will be 
formed. To make this more clear, the applicant has amended claim 20 by moving claim 
20e into claim 20d. The amended claim now reads "said rectangular face having a 
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generally ri^t angled bend on the side of the long dimension, opposite said extended tab, 
forming a plurality of sheathing tabs", 

5. Claim 15, the limitation ^most of the side edges of the top plates of the way is 
indefinite for failing to clearly define the metes and bounds of the claimed invention, 
it is not clear what the applicant is referring to. The applicant respectfully requests 
that the examiner refer to the applicant's figure 2, This figure shows that the extended tab 
3 extends down over the side of the top plate A. Whereas the plate tabs 6 and 7 extend 
over the top of the top plate A. The applicmt has narrowed claim 23 to add the 
trapezoidal sh^ of the extended tab. But to clear up and meet the 1 12 objection, the 
applicant has amended claim 24 to: "The apparatus of claim 20 wherein said extended tab 
of said rectangular face having a predetermined area and a plurality of nail holes as a 
fastening means to a side of the top plate of a wall, when mounted on a building/' 

This defines the metes and bounds to meet the 1 12 objection. 

6. Claim 16^ ^both plates of said top plate of the waO" lacks antecedent basis. Claim 21 
first states "a top plate of a wall" Claim 24 now states "a side of the top plate'', since ttie 
side of the top plate haai't been brought up before. This meets the 1 1 2 objection, 

7. Claim 17, ^said extended lower part of the long ends'' lacks antecedent basis. The 

applicant has amended claim 20b as "said rectangular face having an ext^ded tab on one 
edge of the long dimension". So amended claim 25 now states "and said ext^ided tab on 
the long dimension" The ""txtmded tab" now has antec^ent basis and meets the 1 1 2 
objection. 

8. Claims 18^ 1% and 21, it is not clear how applicant defines the ^Axis^* of the bend. 
The applicant originally wanted the "axis" to define the "hinge line" of Ae bend. Since 
the ^plicant has defined this "hinge line" as "bend line" in the specification, the 
applic^t has amended claims 26, 27, and 29 to state "bends". 
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9. Claim 21, it h not dear bow it b po^ibie for tbe axis of the plate tabs to be generally 
parallel to the rectangular face. The ^plicant ^rees, as it ^ouid have bera 
perpendicular, not parallel. The s^plicant has amended claim 29 to change '"parallel" to 
"perpendicular*', 

10. Claim 24, "^said top plate" lacks antee^^t basi^ Claim 21 first states "^a top plate of a 
wair. 

1 1 . Claim 25, "said ad jacest rafter, said top pbte, and sa«I roof sheathin^^ lacks 
antecedent basis* Amended claim 21 jSnt states ^top plate". Amended claim 27 first 
states ''neighboring rafter^\ On the stated clafan 33, the aR)licant has changed "said roof 
Scathing" to '"bottmn of a roof. 

1 2. Claim 26, "^said rectangnlar faces having the lower long side^ shoold be ^said 
rectangular foces rach having tbe lower long shie^. The aj^licant agre» and has 
amended claim 34c to "said rectangular faces each having a singular tab on die long side 
of the bottom extended down", 

1 3. Claim 27, "near mirror imag^ m vapie, thns indefinite. The sqq[rficant agrees and has 
amended claim 35 to "said left ai^ right rectangular fB£^ having approximate mirror 
image of each other". 

Claim Rejections 35 USC §102 

1 4. Chums 12-25 are rejected under 35 U.&C lQ2(b) as being anticipated by USF 
5370,577 to Jonett ^ aL Jraett dtscfa^ses an apparati£» for securing structural 
members of a buiklingy 2-3 comprising all tiie elements recited in the above 
listed claims and induding a unitery body having a rectan^ilar face witti ventilation 
holes.. The applicant's amended claim 20a states "a unitary body having a rectangular 
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lacc/' idnett's figure 3 cleady ^bK>ws two nretangukr fecw. The vested few frtate 22, 
and the angled back plate S4. 

15. A plurality of r^t angled b«ds forming sheatfciiig tate 26, rafter tabs 32% plate 
tabs 46^ wall tabs 72, aad a lower foag side 72 extended downu^The ai^licant's 
amended claim 20b states "a Angular ext^^ied tab on om cd^ of the long dtm^ision^. 
Jonett ' s figure 2 ci^y diows &at tiie lows edge of ^ i<H^ dim^ssion has two tie 
down straps 72 and 72% Josett's column 3, line 25-26 states "First and second stud tie 
down straps 72, 71 are joh^ to the lowor 2S of tte fece plate 22.** Also, tte 
applicant's amended ckim 23 states "said extendi tab of said rectangular fece having a 
generally tr^zoidal shg^*". Jonett's figure 2 shows both stud tie down straps 'KS and 72* 
as having a rectangular sh^. 

The applicant's amended claim 20e^ates ""^ddr^rt^pdar&cehavix^a gsti^^ 
angled bead on the side Oj^x^ite the ext«ided side» fmmmg a plurality of id^tAing tafas^ 
Jonett's figure 3 shows a generally right anglal brad fcmning a singula rib 26, wiiich is 
different than tite applicartt^s twin si^tathing tebs 8 and 9. 

1 6. Wherein each tab has a plarality ^Kail boles tbmin^ ike nsk of ^id brad forming 
the sbeaAhig tai^ betftg g^erally j^raBet to the Irag dimrasten of the reetengaiar 

face^.The af^licmit's amended c^m 26 states "said sh^tfhing tabs havmg said generally 
right ai^ed boids ^i^aily peorallel to the hmg dimoi^cm of mA rectangular face, 
thereby placing said shratMi^ tate graCTally perpradicular and £ul|acrat to said 
rectangular ^c^T, Join's figure 3 clearly ^ws Ms tap clKHd truss vfebs 46 atui 46* as 
being bent g^i^aHyperp^Kficttlar to his fiK^epI^^ Bm th^ are b^t away firamtte 
face 22, not adjac^ to it like the Replicant's ^leadiing tabs 8 and 9 are adjm^ent to the 
rectangular &ce 2. 
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Jonett's figure 2 tte tap of his fece piste 22 hamng an up|^ rib 26. jOTetf s 
specification stotes the iq:^ rib 26 ofdy once, in column 2, line 47. Jof^tt never stetes 
the rib^s purpoK, ami it has m> &i^eners or fit^ener hoks^ Imt it is anoth^ f^iy^cal 
difference, Tte appUcant's figure 1 shows two tabs on the top of tbs fe<^. TTie left ami 
right sheathing tabs S and 9 have bolt hdra 1 7 ftar tyhig into tl» roof. Ihe ^licanf s 
amended claim 26 states: ""said sJieathing tabs; each having a iKilt hole as an attaching 
means to the underside of a raof . The ai^^tkar^ s sheathing tabs S mi 9 m c^qK>site 
ends of the top of the rect^Egnkr £ice 2 is plsysic^y diffbexit firom Jcmett's singuhtr rib 
26, phis^ die £^Iic^'s shealim^ t^ S mKl 9 ba^ 
{Hiipose. 

17. The axis of said b^ds f ormi^ saM rafter tabs b^sg g»arafljp ^idiei to tte ^ort 
dimensiim c^tbe rectangiiter faee^ and the axis of siod b^ids f<»tBrag raid i^te tabs 
being geaera%^ paraUei to the reetangobu' &ee. Api^cant's amencbd claim 3 3 states 
""said sheathing tai^ ^d raft^ t^ ^d plate tabs, sm& rectangoiar :&ce, and said 
extended side of said rectangular form a strongs g^^ally bax-^^qte c(Hii^ction 
between neightK>ring raiters^ the piate^ md In^tom of tl^ roof whm mom^ cm a 
building, thereby preventing i^Iift, tteis^r^ and k^al movm^ of tibe roof and the 
v^U as would occiff during wind sionm mi ^smic evrats.'' Referring to J(mett*s figme 
3, it can be s^ that his first secmtd icsp chotd truss wete 46 md 4ff are bent out 
fiom the top of his tru^ chcmt fisyt^es 32 and 32\ The ^tkanf s rafi^ tabs 4 ai»i 5 are 
bent ia to form tiie strong bo^ sh^ as stati^ in af^cant's am^ided claim 33. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC §103 

18. Clabns 26-31 are rejected under 35 USC ie3(a) m b^g mpateiifal^e ov^ JcHt^t ef 
aL Jonett disetoses an apfMurates for ^rarmg stmetaral BMinberK of a bufiding. Figs 
2-3 eor^nshig aB the eteiBe&ts recited u the above &ted claims and inchidiag a 
onitary body having a reetangatar foce with ventifaitiaB holes, a phiraiity of rig^t 
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ungfed bends foratmg sfceatbmg tste 26> rmSto' tebs 52% phrte tate 46» waH tebs 72» 
and a lower loag side 72 extended down, wberein eaeb tab has a |ri»-ai^ of naif 
botes tberelo^ die axis oi said bend fbrmmg tbe sheathing bemg geiiefa% 
paraltet to the long c&n^sioii of the rectangular face^ tfae asis of said bmiB fanning 
said rafter tabs bdng graimdfy paratld to ttiesbwt diin«»i<« of tbe reetangniar 
face, and the axis of said bend» ferm»g s^ pfaite tabs b^ig generaUy paralfel to 
tb e rectangnlar £iee. Tbe <^ler^tee being tbat Jonett do^ not disetose fbe 
a^ratos being fym^ of two flat ptat^ with one of the piates having hoi^ratai 
tra ek» with opennigs <» one end and tte other baying runners with faces and ams. 

It would have been obilcms and well wtthfea ttie tevci ctf one sldlled hi ^ art to 
modify the apparati^ of Jmiett al by bavmg the apparatus being formed <^two 
flat plates, with one of the piat^ having horkf»ttai piates wi& openings on one end 
and Ae other plate having renners with faces and arms for purpose of making 
die apparatus adjustable to diffiarcait sfo^ Jonett's app^ti^ iias to be light-gauge to 
be bendable* Jonett^s figure 4 shows Ins top choid tnm webs 46 aud 4^^ h&A ovw a 
rafter. JcmeU^s specification statesr: tmB c^td webs 46^ 46* are mOA^Ie bencteble 
to better facilitate locating the top of the tf\m chcard 12 below the wete 46, 46\ After tte 
top truss 12 is po^ticmed below tf^ \^bs 46, ar^i 46% t^ can be bent downwardiy 
to overtlie the tops of the pardeular top tru^ cbonfe 12/" fifom coluitm 4, Knes 5-1 0. ff 
Joaett^s apparatus can imt 1^ aninastatt^ if camiet f»ei^ toricane or 
damage. Hierefore^ the appficant 's amciKM claim 39 , whidi slate wind ai^ earthquedce 
lesistance, read over Jor^tL 

Since Jonett'^s apparatus im fesi shown to te i^id^il^ and tm simjrfy be bent to fH> 
tf^e is no need m ad|ns£abte two-pi^ fm^ board tike tl^ ^Hcaot's i^f^^amtas 
shown in figures 6 aod 7 md cMmed in am^tMied claims 34-39. Since Jonett's s^^mtiis^ 
cm be bent^ it woidd be likely &at m^€^ skMed in the art wftild thmk of BSikiBEg it 
strong and adjustable. 
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Referring to Jonm^'s figurer 5, and colmmt 2, Imes 63-65^ Jcmett statest upper ed^ 
40, 40' is disposed in a plam wMch ri^ firOTt tim fim side ^ge 30^ 30^ ^ m aeute angle 
as iliustraled m Fig. Therefere^ his patent is indefinite. J<mett*& figm^ 2 shows the 
top chord truss webs 46 and 46* on top of the roof rafters. Jonetf s figure 4 shows tiie top 
chord truss webs 46 and 46' o\^ap ^h crtb«r (m top of ^ r<K>f ra^. With a douWe 
thickness of webs that are bent m to the r^er by a iramer, sheets of roof ^leathing wmild 
not be able to lie flat on the too£ Jonett's invention will not wod^^ is inoperative^ and 
should be construed vety narrowly. 

Since Jonett 's top chord truss weba 46 and 46' are on top of the roof rafters, it would be 
impossible to insteU on an ©dsting bdldtng iike the appKc^'s two-piece inverrtion. 
Sinc^ Jonett^s apparatus can not fit cm existing buildii^ it wo^d mt be tikely that 
anyone skilled in the art wo\ild think of naaking it able to fit existing buildings. 

The applicant could not get anotter invention that preve?^ hurricane dam^ n^ite in 
Hawaii, because there was^ no I OO-tcm faress av^labfe for stamping I4-ga«^. steeL 
Jonett's apparatus is made from **Iight gauge steel using a jatteroL An opemtor tten u^ a 
brake and /or clamps to form the aiJjffopTtate bemfe m the stan^ped piece.*' from cohmm 5^ 
lines 16- IS. TherefOTe^ Jonett's apparatus was designed and pat^ted to permit ventilation 
and maintain insulation m a cfesired ^sition. Since it is so bendable by an installer, it 
could not provide any structural integrity to a butiiteig and could OTiy be used for 
ventilation and holding back insulatitm. 

No one ikilkd in the art had thoo^ of how to make a fn^ plate that was mA faerrfable, 
but could stai tie all the structiarai niemba?s together to jwevent hurricane md earthquake 
ciamage. Until this inv^tion, no one skilled in the art thought of how to tie the roof into 
the frieze plate* No one sWkd in the m thou^ of midciag a strcmg i-beam stoape against 
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the roof an waii (claim 31), No one had thought of bow to form a strong box-stepe 

between the roof si^athing, roof rafters, and top plate (claim 33^ 

Conclusion: 

For all the reasons given above, sppficant respectfttf ly submits that the amended claims 
clear ain f 2 rejections, and define over the cited reference under Secti<m 102. The 
claimed distinctions are of pat^«able merit imder Section 103 because of Ac tr^endous 
results provided for a homeowner against earthqisafce and wmd dams^* According, 
applicant submits that this application now in fbif coition for rflowance^ which 
Mmn applicant re^)ectfWfy solicits. If the ex^in^r agrees bat does not feel that the 
pr^nt claims are technic^iy adequate,. ^pHcaat respectfiiBy i^uests that the examinier 
wrfte acceptable cfaims purst^t to MPBP 7O7.07(j). 



Very re^?ectfulfy. 
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